DOCOflSBI BESOBE 



BD 154 691 

AUTHOR 
TITLE 

INSTITOTION 
POB DATE 
NOTE 



/ 



JC 7a0 306 



CDr Judy ( 
ns of Faculty -association. Eesearchr Report 



Por related docuaentSr see ZD 026 985^^ 134 255 

780 304-305, 307-309. Not available in hard 
ue to aarginal legibility of original 
nt 



Da^rids 
Patter 
*4. 

cypress Coll., Calif. 
UuJc 76 
53p.; 
and JC 
copy d 
docuae 



EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



ABSTRACT 



HF-$Q.^3 Pius. Postage. HC Not Availlble froa EDRS. 
Cocujricular Activities; College* Enlircuoent; * 
♦College Faculty; Coaaunity Ccllegel; Departaents; 
Friendship; fHouse Plan; Institutici^al Research; 
♦Interpersonal Relationship; ♦Junio^, Colleges; Peer 
Relationship; Questionnaires; ♦Social Relations; 
Staff Heetings; Surveys; teacher 'Adainlstrator 
Relationship; Teacher Participation 



As 'part of a aulti-phase, aulti-raethod study of the 
House Plan at Cypress College in Calif or nia/ this study 'investigated, 
, faqulty association patterns, assuaing that faculty greatly impact / 
.campus life, iu^ the general 'caopos ailieu. In Apri} 1976, a randoa' 
saaple of 100 full-tiae faculty, stratified along division lines,, 
were sent survey instruaents eliciting information on (1) nuaber-'of 
friends, within and outside, of respective college divisions and 
outside of the college, whoa faculty aeabers saw regularly, and (2), > 
for a one week sample period, the aaount of f aqulty/adainistration 
contact ' (both foraal au^d inforaal) , where faculty at^ lunchr and'^the^ 
nuabers'of ae'e tings attended and caapus activities participated in. 
Sevejity-one quegtionnaireS were returned . '"bindings indicated faculty 
tended to have -aor^ friends within their. own divisions than froa 
other divisions. Whether this 'segregation was directly attributable 
to the Hofuse' Plan was -not deterained. Business Education faculty in 
particular, had acre friends within their division *and fewer outside 
whicL aight indicate high internal cojiesiveness. FacUlty infracted 
irith fewer adainistrators than with other faculty aeabers. 'About 7535 
attended one to three' aeetings weekly, and 60X reported participating 
in no other. caapus activities^ including extra-curricular activities 
of Houses t<i which they belonged. (TR) ► ' 
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Abstract 



I. Introduction , • ^ , ' ' 

This abstract is not to be taken as, nor should It he construed as, a summary 
or overview pf all of the findings of the Rfeport. It is only an abstract of s6nie 



'0 ■ . 

reading of the accompanying Report or at least extensive reference to it. The 



but not all parts of the Report. It sfiould not be read without either complete 

reader is further advised to keep in mind that any research 'report is an abstraction 
from reality, and that therefore any abstract is a further abstraction from reality. 

II. Faculty pa tterns of association with other fa6ulty 

- * " ■ ■ •- — ~ ' ' ■ # . 

> " . 
The Health Sciences Division was excluded from the s^ple "because of- low 

response. ^ . ^ . ' t ^ . 

It was fpund for the remaining respondants that faculty members in general . 

"»tend to have more friends' (or at leajt persons with whom they interact regularly) \ 

X within their ovri Division than from* other Divisions. That is, there do.es seem 
^o be segregation or compartcientalization by Division, but whether this is due to 
the House Plan is not known at this time. When si^ of Division was controlled for, 
it was found that the, facility members in the Business Education Div^sioq reported 
having the largest nimiber of friends within the Division and the lowest number of 

• friends .oxitside the Division, which may indicate a high degree of internal cbhe- 
sivenessio ' » ^ . - ^' ^ * i 

III. Faculty patterns of^sociatiop with administrators- ^ . 

It was -found that in g;eneral, faculty members tend to. interact with fewer 
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administr'ators than with other faculty members • This is probabilistically expect- 
able by virtue of thet fact that there are far fewer administrators than' there are 
ffijculty. . It may also be sociolbgically expectable by jirtue of the fact "that 
faculty members probably have more in common with each other "^jha^;! they do vith 
. administrators* ' ' ^ . ^ , 

IV. Faculty use of House snack bars > - ' ^ . 

It was found that 80f5 of th^time, faculty members do not eat luncb in the 
• House snack bars. J^or the remaining? 20^ of the time, when they do eat 'lunch in * 
the House snack bars, they prefer their own House snack bars .to those of other 
Houses by a ratio of about 3 to' 1. * The low rate of usa§^ of the House snack bars 
does not ^necessarily indicate, lack of gregariousness , since faculty members may 

be' choosing other places (e.g., in their offices or off campus) to congregate. 

ft * 

■ ^' • ■ - • 

V V. Faculty attendance at meetinp^s and partici-pation in other activities. 

It was found that about 3/^ of the sample attend between 1 and 3 meetings per 
weeki In contrast, 6o5 of the sample reported ajtt^ding or participating in no 
other campus activities, sucji as House extra-curricular activities. The Report 
indicates why this high rate of facility n'on-participa^ion in student activities may 
* not necessarily' be bad < ^ 

'The reader is again urged to read the complete Report and not to rely solely 
on the abstract f ^ 
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THE CONCEPT OF THE HOUSE 

Bigness In education has the advantages of efficiency and 
economy, but also Its disadvantages the greatest of which Is 

♦ ♦ v' . " 

the tendency of the student to become Indistinguishable and 
''lost." Breaking up the bigness Into xoore educative, manageable 

4 

and' sociologically^ acceptable groups Is .the essence of the Rouse, 



P^an; 



- * 

Architectural response: 

A, Each House ^ serving from 400 to 1000 students, will 
be located at a pedestrian aode. , 

Each House has Its own conveniently located parlclng areas. 

C. The House Is' a place where (1) student meets s^tudent> 

(2) 'prpfessor meet professor, and even more important; » 

(3) student meets professor in an informal^ relaxed* 
atmosphere. ' y 

(J 

D. Spacds within the House consist .of student-' faculty 
lounge, seminars, snack bar-^kitche'n, library, carrels,* 
student officers' offipe, ^offices for faculty • • ''ti 
associates and' counselors, terraces, etc. 

E. ' The House permits more personalized student services. 



1. Introduction ^ 

/ * . \ , • • 

This report is part of a multi-phase, multi-method study of the House Plan. 

A previous report' (Research Report #3) dealt with faculty attitudes towards the 

House Plan and other aspects of , Cypress College. This report will deal with 

faculty patterns of association and participation in a few aspects of campus life. 

*The basis for investigation of both faculty attitudes and patterns of association 

is the assumption that the faculty has a great impact on campus life and the 

general campus milieu. This report would best be read in conjunction with 

Research Report #3 "Faculty Attitudes." . ^ > 

Late in April J,19T6, a strafified random sample of the full-time teaching 

. (U . • ' 

faculty was drawn using a table, of random numbers, with a projected sample 

size of N=100. Stratification was again done along Division linec, as it was 

for Research Report #3i however, It should be noted that the sample for this 

Report was drawn completely independently from the drawing of the sample for 

Report #3, and therefore the individulas who appeared in the sanjple for Report #3 

* ' 1 ' 

are not necessarily the same as the persons in this sample. 

Because the response from the Health Sciences Division was only approximately 

50% of that stratum, their questionnaires, were excluded from the general- scimple; 

therefore, anything said in' this Report should be understood to specifically not 

include Health Sciences*. The response rate^from the rest pf the faculty, once 

1 ■ } - -- ) 

The probability of a given individiial ' s appealing in both samples is of course 
(1/2) (1/2) = 1/1*. . . . - • . 
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Health Sciences was excluded, 'was 85^, with semple N=T1. 3ince the Vj>% of non- 
responses were distributed evenly throughout the?* stfata and were not con cent rat Ai 
in any one Division, , then it is probably safe" to assume thdt these 71 resjionses 
are more or less representative of the entire faculty (\rtth the exception of the 
. Health Sciejices Division), althovigh our confidence in its represents^tiveness' is 
of ,course not as great as it was for Report #3* Further Consultation with a ' ^ 

^ mathematician demonstrated that the probability is adequately- high that' this 
sample does constitute a random sampling of the faculty 'and can therefore be 
taken ^ag 'representative of the faculty (with the' e^^cepti^^of theV Health Sciences 
faculty). . ' ■ • . 

. A copy of tlje questionnaire is attached. (See figure 1.)' Note that like 
that other research instruments I hav^'^ai'gned, it is very shtDrt, and -with the > 
exception of the question about" lunch,' the Jrespondants were required^to fill in 
answers rather than to choose them from a number ^of nulitple-choice categories. 
The purpose of^this kin^ of response-category design is to prevent loss of data. 
Given fill-in response ca-tegories, the researcher can alvays group the data once, 
she has it; however, given mioltiple-choiceX^rgwped response categories to begin 

' with, then the raw data are 'irretrievably lost. *- . • 
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Figure 1. 



I have nvmiber of friends .ainong the faculty within my own Division that 

I see regularly. (iT^te: "regularly"' is to te defined in terms of what it means 
tu you*. ) ' • ' " 



I have 



see 'i;egularly^ 



have 




number of friends ^ong the faculty outside my Division that I 



number^ of friends including relatives outside of Cypress that I 



regularly. 

ek I saw or talked to 



number of members of the administration on ^ 



ormal or/informal ba^s. 



Last week I 

* - <* 

•Monday-: 



ate limch at: (Check one. for each day)* 




lir-Tvrain 
emstein * , 
vEin stein 

Edison • 

Carnegie 

In my office^- 

pff-cgmpois / 

DidiflKat lunch 



.dii^^^a 



Tuesday : M uir-Twain Wedne^ay : 

Bernstein 

^ " .^Einstein , 
/ ^Edison ' i 

' Carnegie 

In my»'c4^ice 
' _Off-*campus 
' Didn't eat lunch- 



_Muir~Twain 
^Bernstein 
JBin stein " 
^Edison 
_Cai7iegie 
_In my office 
^Off-caJnpus 
Didn't j5at lunch 



Tliursda^:, ^^ir-Twain 
" • Bernstein 
* Einstein - 

Edispn . ' 

Carnegie 

In ^ of fide 

Off-campus 

• bidn*t eat lunch' 



Y Friday: Muir-Twa'in 

, Bernstein 

TSinstein 

. Edison 

Carnegie ' 

In 'my office 

Of f^campus ' 

Didn't eat lunch 



Last week I attended 



L'asl^ week I participated in 
House extra-curricular activities..* 



Till^pr of' meetings 



/ 



.'nunjber of other campus activities, such "as 



2« Statistical Summary of results 



1. Reported number of friends within the reapondant's Division. 



>, 



Ntuaber of friends' 

. . 0-1 ' 
■ 2-3 

6-7 . • • 
8-9 ... 

10-11 
• 12-13 ■ . 

lU-15 

1.6-17 , 

18-19 • ' 
20+ 

Other 
(misread question) 



Frequency 

• 10 

18 * 

15 
10 

U ^ 

• 5 
0 
3 
0 
1 

u • 

-i 

71 ' 



Percentage ' 

'iU.08^ 
25.36%' 
21.13!? 
1U.08J5 

7.0k% 

0. 00% 
h.23% 

^.00% 

1. U15? 
5.63J5 
1M% 

lOO.OOjJ 



Arithmetic mean (computed from raw,,\ingrouped data):,. 

. x«6.ll . ' ^ ' • 

Standard deviation Ccomputed from raw, tingrouped data): 

2. Reported number of friends on faculty but outiiide rcspondant's Division. 



Humher of friends 

0-1 

2-3. 

U-5 

, 8-9 

10-11 
12-13 
. lU-15 
Other 
*■ ("I don't know") 



Frequency 

28 
' 16 

15 • 
2 

■ 0 

■ u • 

'2 
2 

71 



Percept age 

39. '♦2^ 
±2,5H 
21.135? 
2.8255 
0.00J5 
> 5.635? 
2.82^ 
2.82JJ 
2.82g 
lOO.OOJJ 



Th'f» refers to the frequency of responses In the category (not to the frequency 
with wj\lch tJvese friends are seen) » 



Artthmetici mean (computed from rav* tmgr^upe.d data) : 
X«3.20 . ■ ' ' ' 

Standard deviation (computed from raw,' ungroiiped data) : ' 
B«5.83 - ■ ' 



3« Reported nxanber of administrators with whom respondant interacted over s 
one-week peViod. 



Number 

o' 

1 
2 

5 

6 • 

• v 

8 



Arithmetic mean: X«l,97 



Frequency Percentage 



15 
18 
16 
9 
7 
3 

<^ 
0 

_1 

71 



21.13Jf ' 
2^.3U^ 
22.^3^ 
12.^95? 

9.86;? 

l».,23f? 
2*82^ , 

0. te" . 

1. UIJ? , 



100.005 



Standard deviation: ' s=1.77 



h. Faculty members' reports of where they ate .lunch over a one-week period. 



N=71x5=355 

Location 

Bernstein House 
Muir-Twain House ^ 
Einstein House 
Edison House 
Carnegie House 
• In respondant *8 office 
or lab 
Off-camims 
Didn't eat lunch 



Frequency 

10 
21 
17 . 
7 
16 



92 
117 

Jl 
355 



Percentage of 355 

2.82^J 
5.92^ 

U.79J5 . ' 
1.9755- 
' h.3i% ■ 

' 25.92;? 

32.95? ~ 

21.13g 
• 100.00? , 



Location 

Own House • 
Other Ho^se 

.In respbndant'a office 
^ or -lab 
Off-campus 
Didn't eaj; lunch 
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Frequency 

53- ■ 
18- 
^ 

..92- 

117 

Jl ' 
355-^ 



Percentage of , 355 

1U.93JJ 
5.07;? 

-■ -■ 25.92^' 
32.9555 
2X-.13^ ' 

.- -. -lOO.OOjl. , 



> 6. 



5-, Reported nutaber of meetings attended over a one-week period. 

Number of ineetinp;s ■ Frequency - Percentages 



0 ^ 

1 

2 

■3 
1; - 

5 

Ho answer 



Ar ithmet ic- mean : 

X=1.67 
Standard deviation: 

8=1.21 



111 
18 
20 
lU 
3 
1 
_1 
71 



/ 



19.12% 

28.16% 
19.12i 

. l.kl% 
l,hi% 
100.00$ 



6. Reported number -of other campus activities participated in over a one-week 
period. 

Number of activities - 



0 
1 
2 

3 
U 

5 



Frequency 


fercenta&es 


1*2 


- ' 59.11*? 


1^ > 


19.72% 


■ 9 


12.68$ 


2 


2.82J 


3 


l».23Sf 


1 


l.kl% 


- 71 


100.005 



Arithmetic mean: 

"• . x=.rf5 

* • 

Standard deviation: y 

. r. 6=1.207 • 
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3# Intradtvlsion patterns of faculty association ' ' , 

The respondants of the sainple were first asked -tfie following question: 

I iiave number of friends among the faculty within ray own Division that I 

see regularly* ^ (Note: "Regularly'' is to te defined in terms of what it means 
to you. ) 

Note -that rather than imposing a definition! of what "regularly" means, the 

Instructions direct the re&ponda^t to use his or 'her own definition. This fs 

to avoid the impositio^ of a researcher's ^^etindtion, which of course may he . 

entirely wriSiig. The- non-use of some sort of \"ohJective" criterion, such as 

"N times a week", also controls for individual, variations in gregariousness. 

The distribution for the entire sample id given on page 1* in the statistical 

\ 

sumnaiy, and is graphed on page 8, Figure 2. Sote that the mode is in the 2-3 
category, hut the mean of 6.11 is suhstantialljrt higher because of a few extreme 
scores. Note further that about l/k of the samttle fall into the categories ^ 
from 0 to 7; i*e., a safe generalization would beVbhat most of the faculty have 
between 0 apd 7 persona within their own Division with whom they associate regu- 
larly. , I . . ^ ^ ^ 

The extent to which sample findings can be generalized to hold true for the 

-J 

population will now be examined. Note first of all ^that the Sample size is not 
quite large enough to make use of the Law of Large Numbers, since sampling was 
done 2£ithout replacem^t.' That is, in general, the sample size should be at 
leas't around N»100 in order to make^uie of the Law of Large Numbers; ^oweVer, 
when the sample 's^ize is smaller than ioo but J.s still a large fraction of the 

&■ 

3 . , - 

Remember that the arithmetic mean is very sensitive to a few extreme scores 
aAd vill be puUed" in the direction of these extre^scores . • 
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Reported number of friends 
• 1 within Division * ■ 




REPORTED IfUMBER OF.FRIEHDS 



• / 5 

poptilation size, normality of the^ sampling distribution of tfie means can te 
assumed but only if seuniJling is done with replacement.^ In the case of polling^ 

faculty members, ^however, sampling with replacement is ohviousiy not practicable. , 

* / 

Conservatively speaking, then, the sample size in this case is really too small '/ 

to make use of the assumptions of the Law of Large Numbers. Ther^ are' sampling , 

distributions for small sample si^es, such as "Student ',s" . distribution and the 

chi-square distribxition, but these require the assumption that the underlying 

population distribution is itself normal, an assumption which it would be unwise 

to make in view of the evidence so far which indicates that the populaj^ion dis- 

tribution is probably sharply negatively skewed (i.e., skewed in the dir^tion 

of lower numbers of frieq^g). If, hoVever, we regroup the response categories 

into just two categories, then we can make use of the binomial distributio];! , 

which, as was^ pointed out in Re'searcli Report #3 PP* 10* & l6, rapidly approaches 

normality as sample size increases.^ While use of the binomial distribu^tion 

dofes involve some loss of fineness of analysis of data, by^virtue of the collap-, . 

sing of the 11 response categories down to two^ response categories, in this case 

it is preferable to making the probably untrue assumption of normality of the ^ 

underlying population distribution T This original distribution of reported number 

Of friends within the respondant's .Division for the total sample is given in • 

the statistical summary on page^U. On the basis of .the distribution oJ the data, 

ye shall regroup the data into^ the following two categories: - 

Nmber of friends ^ Frequency Percentap^es 

0-7 ^ . 53 ^ ' 15.11% 

J 8-20+ ' ■ . 17 ' 2%,2r(> 

,• ■ 70 . . 100.00^ 



In fact, binomially ^distributed variables approach normality with sc^wple size 
as small as N*30. * 



10... 
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We therefore, are dealing with a variable X=p^=proportion of responses reporting 
0-7 friends within the respondarit 's Division, and of course, l-X==proportion of 
responses reporting 8-20+ friends withing the respondant*s Division* The un(jler- 
lying theoretical probaT^ility distribution has the following individual^ terms: 

■ . , ^ 

Number of responses Probability of obtaining 

reportinj^ 0-7 friends • this number of responses 

0- ' . / . (g) (3A)° (lAf 

(f) (lA)J-^ 



N-1 ■ (3A/"^ (XA)^ 

' N - ^ ■ . '(g) (3Af (1A)° 



Again, as in Research Report #3, pp. (11-12), this distlrlbution closely approxi- 
mates a normal distribution as N gets larger, with meanJt>^=p=proporti6n of 
responses reporting Ot7 friends, and standard, error of -^/p(l-p) . So in 
this particular sampling distributipn with which we are dealing, the mean of the 
sampling- distribution is estimated by p^=.757l, an$ the standard errbr is 
^/ ( *757l) C*2li29) , • = .j051a-^ Given these parameters, we can now place confidence 
Limits on our use of the sample mean as an estinrator of 1;he population mean. ^ 
Because the sampling distr^ibution closely approximates ^a normal distribution,, then 
99*73^ of .the area .under, the probability curve will be within + 3 s^ndard 
deviations- of the mean: 



19 



\V6011 .7571 .9131 

iftiat. i8> about'*'99^ of the timei the actual population mean will fall into th'e 

shaded area^ dnd that given repeated sampling from the jlane population using 

' J. » . ' ' * 

samples of size H«71> over the long run we wotild expect that the proportion of 

factilty .responding that they have between 0 and 7 friends within their Division 

would "be "between about 60?^ and 91% about '99?5 of the time. If we lower the coh* 

fidcnce l^el to 90% ^ the limits becbme •67II and •8U31, 



Shaded area Is 90*00% of th^e'area 
under the curve 




.6011' .6711 .7571 .81*31 .9131 



'Again this means that wilh repeated sampling from the satae .population using 
samples of N=T1> over the long nin we coxxld expect that the proportion of 
faculty responding that they have "between 0 and T friends within their Division 
would be between about 67% and Qk% abou^ 90% of the time. Conversely of course, 
we would expect that the proportion of faculty answering that they have between 
8 and 20 or more friend^ within their Division would be between about -8% and 

: ' ^ . _ 

about ko% with a probability of 99 •73?^> or between about 1^% and 33% with' a probar 
billty of 90JJ. 

' It might, be Infonnative to find out in which Division the facility are the 
ttjOBt gregarious; in which Division did the persons in the sample indicate ^ 

the highest nunlber of intradlvision friends? The distribution by Division follow^: 




12. 
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Business Education 

Number x>f .friendfs 
.0-1 

-2-3 . • 

- • ' 4-7 
... 8-9 
10-11 
12-i3 • 
■ . ll*-15 

Langviage Arts ' 

Nvimber of friends 

0-1 ' . 
2-3 

-8-9 

Physical Education 
♦ 

Number of friends 

0-1 
2-3 

6-7 , 
• ■ 8-9'^" • 
10-11 

Social Sciences 



N\anber of -friends 

t, Orl - 
2-3 

6-7- ♦ ' 
8-9'. ■ 

10-11 . . 

12-13 ■ 

ll*-15 



♦ 

V 



Fre'quency of resjionses 



1 
.0 
3. 
1* 



Frequency of responses 

w - • , .1 
• 3 

. ; 3 



CK. 
0 

2 ^ 



Frec^uency of responses 
.3 

^ - 3 

'!» 

■\ ■ 2 
1 



Frequency "^of responses 

2* 
' 2 
.1 

0' 

< 0 



Frequency of responses 



2 

5 
2 



2r 



1 
1 

0 

1 



'■J 



Science, Math, & Engineering 

^ ■ ■■ , 
■ Ntanber of fglends ' 

? ' 0-1 ' ' 

2-3^ 

8-9 " ' 

; • • 10-11 . 

r 20+ 



0 



VocatlonSb/Technlcal Education ^ 

Ntmiber of. friends , 

0-1 : 
2-3 

8-9 ' ' 

10-Xl 



Fregxiency of > response^ 



1 

3' 
1 

2 

1 

2 
2 



13. 



Or 



^ Frequency or^ responses 



0 
2 

■ 1 . 

• ^l 
0,^ 
1 • 
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These are .the raw data; however, irlnce the number of intradiyision frienSls one 
has may depend on, how large the Division is^^^ these numbers should Ije veightetd 
such that the figure? would reflect the relative frequencies of friends under 
the assumption that all Divisions were of aq.ual size. " The figures helow are 
such weighted frequencies • Note that these are no longer '"number, of friends;" 
i.e., one would not want to^say from these figoire^ .that on- the average fac\il-^ 
members in Fine Arts have .059 number of friends. Rather the figures^ )?elow are^ 
only weighted frequencies '.for comparative purposes: , 



Fine Ar-fs 



f. 



' ITumber of friends ' . . 
0^1 

..... g.^^ 

.8^9 • . 
Weighted arithmetic mean.?* X =.059 



' Weighted frequency ' 
,059 

.000' , - 
.176 " 
.059° ' 
.059' . . 
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Pine Art^ 



Number of friends 

0-1 
2-3 

6-7 
8-9 

Weighted arithmet-ic mean: 

Business Education 

Number of friends 
0-1- 

^ • 2-3 
l»-5 

6-7 ' 
V 8-9 
, 10-11 
.12-13 
•lU-15 

Weighted arithmetic mean: 
V.067 



Weighted frequency 

.059 
.000 

.176 
• 7.059 

'^>059 



' Weighted frequency 
.050 

.150 . - 

.150 ■ 

.050 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.100 



Language Arts 

Number of friends 

■ . 0-1 

2-3 

V5 

6-7 
, 8-9 .. 

Weight ed ar ithmet i C mean : 

- X^=.03a 



Weighted frequency ' 

.100 
.100 
1133 
.133 

# ^Q33 - • • 



J* 
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Physical Education ^ 

'Nvuiiber of friends 
0-1 

• • 2-3 
> U-5 

^7 

8-9 

10-11 ^ . 
Weighted arithmetic meanip 
X =^.063 

V 



Wea^a^ted frequency, 
.125 

.125 . . 
.063. 
.000 
.000 • 
.063 



Social Sciences 



Number* friends 



Weighted arithmetic mean:* 



Wfelphted/ frequency 





0-1 


.0lf5v 




2-3 


..llU 


i 


U-5 - 


• ^ v .0U5 




6-7 


.023 




8-9 


.023 




10-11 ^ ■ 


.023 




12-13 - 


.000 




lU-15 


.023 




16-17 


■ .000 




■ 18-19 


' .02i 
4ih5 




, • 20+ 



Scdence, Engineering, & Math 

Number of friends 

0-1 
2-3 
U-5. 

^ 8-9 - 
10-11 

Weighted arithmetic' mean: 

'.036 



'. Weighted frequency 

.032, . 

.097' 
.032 

. . .065- 
.032 
. .• .065^ 
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Vocational/Technlcsil Kducation 
Number of friends 

■ 0-i 

2-3 ■ 

• 6-T 
8-9 
10-11 

Weighted arithmetic mean: * 



Weighted frequency 

.000 
.118 . 
.059 
.059 
^ .000 
.059 ' 



Note that under the assumption of equal size of , Divisions ' that the^ Business 
Division seunple has the. highest weighted arithmetic mean' anli the Social Sciences 
sample the lowest. . • ' 
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Interdivision patterns , of facid.ty association * ' 
. ^ \ . 

^ Tfie respondants of the sample -were -asked to an^er the" f olloving. queistion : 

I have - rfumber of 'friends 'among the fkculty outside ray. Division that 
I see regAarly. ' ^ ^ ' ' ' . * 

^The distribution for the entire sample is given on, page k in the sta^tl^cal' 
• §U2nmary, and is graphed on, gage 19, Figure ^3- Note from the graph that the 

distribution is;raodal ii} the category 0-1 friends, vhereas the distribution t>f 
. friends within 1||p respondants* Division* is modal in the c^egory 2-3 f^ieMsl^ 



(Figure 2., page 8). Note fltrther that i"f the responses, to number of friends 



outside the Division are dichotomiz/^d, the distribution is as follows: 



Nurabei*' of friends 
outside Division 

' 0-7 
^ 8-20+ 

• . • X 



\ 



Fr^^ency ' 
8 



Percentage 
* 88. 111? 

100.00^ . 



Compare this to ^e dist^ibutipn'^of number of , friends within the resp6naant*s ' 



Division: 



NWber of friends 
. vithin Division' •" 

Of 7 
8-20+ 




11 
70 



Percent afi;d& 
.75.71?: . 

2U.29^ 
100.00^ 



.1 




distri- 



^te the higher concentration of *reppo^es in 
\ bution of friends outside the Division comparpd-|Jo th«P second distribution. -'' 
That is,, it wo\ild appear that the sample respondants reported thatrthey have . * 
*fc|^er ff'iehds o.utside^heir Pi^yision than witW their Division, and" we can test 




fbr vijether or not this tlifference is significant by txsing the sampling distri- ,4 ' 

,-hution of "the difference beWeen the following proportions: 

r Proportion of those reporting - * ' 
0-7 friends within' Division ^ . = p^-^.757. 

# Proportion of those reporting * . - 

0-7 friends outside Division - p * .581*1 

• ■ ■ - ■ ^ ■ ■ 

The sampling distribution of the difference between these proportion approaches 
..normality" as sample size gets larger, with' mean a ^ standard 



.error pf * 0. ^ \ q(q-lM^ + w ) ^ » ^^re q= ^ ^ ^ . When the. 



standard score (i.e., the test statistic for the observed differences between the 

> 

-proportions) is computed according to the formula 8 = " it is foimd that 

. ' , ' C-D 

there is a significant difference between the t'W'o proportions. at the. .02 level, 

i.e., 'one can say that faculty associate with significantly fewer persons outside 

their Division than within their Division. Research Renort #3 foimd that facility 

felt that the leading disadvantage of the House Plan was segregation from faculty 

in other Divisions,. Tlheir perceptions of this segregation are no'^^^ shown to be 

correct, i.e., such segregation does in fact exist, but whether or not ^is can be 

causally imputed to the House Plan is a different question, since it may be that 

in €my college or uni'^rsity faculty members largely associate^ilth those within 

their own distiiplines* :This qxiestion (i.e., whether or ijot^ the House Plan is the 

cause) should be examined through a control suudy of a non-cluster college* 

We shall now exaujine^ the 'reported number of friends outside the r6spondant*s 

Diviision Inroken down by Dlvigfpn. Belov ara the distribution frequencies. Unlike 

tke freciueney distributions - tfxr number af friends vlthin the respondant's Division, 



the frequencies beldw prp^bljr do not need to be weighted, since\he nmber of 



28 



Pine Arts 



Nvmber of friends 

^ 0-i 
2-3 
U-5 

Arithmetic mean: 

X=2*l67 

i 

Business Education 

. ' Hum'ber of friends 

0-1 
2-3 

^ . 1^-5 
Arithmetic mean: 

X=l.lll 




0» 
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friends one has outside one's Division probably does not have anything to 
the size of one's own Divis^ion. 



do with 



Frequency of respoilse 



2 
3 
1 



Frequency of responses 

2 . 
.1 ^ 



Language Arts 

Number of friends 

0-1 . 
2-3 

6-7 

8-9 
10-11 
12-13 

Arithmetic mean: 

X=l».231 



Frequency of responses 



1 

3' 

5 

0 

0 

0 

2 
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• 






' 21. 


t. ♦ . 


ft • • • ? * 

/physical Education 

^ Nmber of friends 


- 


' ( ' 

Pretiuency of responses \ 


• 

1 


2-3 

. - l»-5 




\ ' 

3 
2 


1. 

\ / 


Arithmetic mean: 

X=1.667 

Social Sciences 

!?umber of friends 


• 


Frequency of responses 


• 


0-1 

2-3 

U-5 

6-7 * 

8-9 
10-11 
12-13 
ll»-15 




9 
1 
1» 

0 >» 

0 . ^ . 

3 

0 • 

i 


- 


0 

Arithmetic mean: 








X=1».000 

a 


.\ . 




1 


Science, Math, and Ensrineerinpc ^ 
Kiunber of friends . • ' 




* 

Frequency of responses 




■ 0-1 
2-3 
l»-5 . 

8-9 ' 
10-11 ; - • 
12-13 
ll»-15 • 

• 


V 


J» • . • 
2 ■ • . . 
2 T 
1 

-0 - • • ' 

1 

0 • 

1 ' 




Arithmetic mean: ^ 




' . *. 


• 




o 


0 

ft 

• »^ i • • 
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Vocational/Technical Education 
Huraber of friends 



0-1 
2-3 

6-7 



Arithmetic mean: 

• 'X=3.800 



Frequency of^esponses , 



0 
3 
1 
1 



Note that Language Arts has the highest mean, Business Education has the lowest. 
The fact that' the respondants from the Business Education Division had the highest 
weighted mean for reported nmber of friends within the Division and the lowest 
mean for reported number of friends outside the Division may indicate a high degree 
of internal cohesiveness within the Business Education Division. 

Respondants in the sample were also asked to.ihdicate how many other friends 
they .have besides those on the faculty through the following question: 



I have 



number of friends including relatives outside* of 'Cypress that 



I see regularly. 

The purpose of this question^ was to control for the possibility of bias in the 
previous two answers occiiring through the appearance in the" sample of .leirge ^ 
numbers of persons who h^ve no associations either on campus or off campusr. That 
is, the question was placed in the questionnaire to discover if any "hermits" 
turned up in the sample who would influence the distributions and give a biased 
picture of on-campus faculty associations. Since no such turned up in the sample, 
then we can assume that the respondants of the, sample are normlly gregarious , and 
that a high or low number of on-campus friends is not due solely to personality 
character i sties.* ^ > - 
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5. Faculty-administration. contacts- 

_ ^ ^ ■ r 

Res'pondants in the sample were asked to indicate their amount of contact 

with the administration throtigh the following question: 

Last week I saw or talked to ^ number of members of the administration 

on either a formal or informaX basis. / - 

Note that exactly which pe^ons "members of the administration" includes is 
left unspecified, and wsls done- so purposefiLlly for the following reason: cur-^ 
rently the status of Divisic^Chairpersons is somewhat ambiguous on campus, with 
some persons perceiving them as faculty and others perceiving them as administration • 
Rather than the researcher's arbitrarily defiqijng who are administrators and who 
are not, this was left up to the respondant*^. Hote that if the question had been 
phrased to "clarify" , the definition of "administrator ," with something such as 
"Administration sh8a.l be defined- to include Division Chairpersons" or "Admini- 
stration shall' be defined to exclude^Division Chairpersons," then the information 

received from this would be less accurate from the point of vi6w of faculty per- 

*" * . • }f 

ceT)«ions of who administrators ,are.v With the question left ptcrposefully vsLgue, 

we cm be sure^that the* faculty respondant JLs^ answering'it according to his or her 

own perceptions of whom the set of administrators "exists (although wd don't know 

whether of not is includes Division^ Chairpersons , which is largely ifrelevant fx>r 

this particular phase of the §tudy). ^ * 

The' distribution of responses for this questi(in is given in the statistical 

♦ stunmary on page 5, <^nd are graphed on page 2ii,.Figwe 1*'. Note that the distribution 

is modal at 1, and th6 mean is 1.97. Furthermore, while in general th? riumber of 

faculty contacts with administrators is far' lower than the number qf faculty-faculty 
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contacts, this is to be expected to a degree bjr virtue of the fact that there aj: 
far fewer administrators than facility, furthermore, the low rate of fac^dity^ 
administ3:ation contact has both potentl^ally positive and negative Aspects for the 
faculty; on the one hand, access to administrators is one of the forms of , access 
to power, p^9.rticularly with^respect 'to power over distribution of scarce resources 
and decision-making power (as it will be pointed out in either Research Report #5 
or #6); on the other hand, the low rate of faculty-admini strait on cori^ct ensiires ' 
that the^ faculty member is autondmous within thj^ classroom, and some faculty 
.members have specifically Remarked on the low rate of faculty-administration 
contact as an advantage. . ^ 

It may be informative to*look at faculty-administration contact by Division. 
The following are* the distributions for ea*ch*Division : 
Fine Arts ' . . 



Number of administrators 
interacted with' . 



0 

1 



Arithmetic mean: . 

' X=1.833 



Frequency 
1 • 

, 2 , 
1 
1 
• 1 



Business Education 
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nb^i 



Number of administrators 
interacted with 

y 

0 " . 

1 

2 

- . c ~ 3 
Arithmetic mean: 

X-1.600 
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Frequency 

• Z 

' 2 
k 
2* 



Lanf;ua/;;e Arts 



Nvtmber-of admipistrators 
interae"*^ wifh ' 



0 
1 
2 
3 
k 
5 

Arithmetic mean: 

3e=1.733 



Frequency 

; 3 , 
' 5" 



3 
1 

i 



Physical Education 



•Number of administrators 
interacted with . 



0 
1 
2 

3 

U 



Arithmetic, mean: 

. X=2.667 

. Social Sciences^^^ 



Number of administrato^ 
interacted vith 

'0 ' « 
, 1^ 
2 



^ithraetic mean: 



Frequency 

1 

0 
2 
0 
3 



Frequency * - 

6 

2 
2 
1 



V 



' Science^ Engineerinpr, and Math 

Nvimber of administrators 
interacted with 



0 
1 
2 
3 
k 
5 
6 

7 
8 



Arithmetiic mean: . 



X=3."300 



9 ^ 



•'• Frequency 

' 2 
. - 3 
2 

1 I ' 
. 1 
. 1 
^ ■ ■ 1 
0 

^ ^1 ■ 

\ 
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Vocational/Technical Education 

Number of administrators 
intera<!ted with 

a . , 
1 

• 2 
3 
k 

6 ■ 

i 

Arithmetic mean: ^ 
X=2,800 



\ 



Frequency 

1. 
^ ' 
1 

0 • 
o\ 
1 




1. • f • ^ 

Note that Socia^Sciences has the lowest mean number ot intei^actions with ^clroiti- 
istrators, while Science, Engineering, and ^Math has the highest. One must remcmb^^ 
.however, that a* high or low rate of. faculty interaction mayor may no^ be good 
from the p^int of view of the fdculty member. .Whether or not such interaction 'is ' 
viewed positively or negatively prpb^ibly depends on |ihe faculty 'member and^ha^s a 
positive or negative attitude toward, the administration (see 'Research Report #3 
tor* facultiy attitudes). \ , ^ , - , ~ 
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4 * , 

6. .Faculty members' reports of where they ate " 
; ' . l\mch over a one-week period - ^ 

The sample respon^mts were asked to indicate where they ate lunch over a 
one-T^eek (i.e. , five-day) periled. The distribution ia repbrted in the ^statistical 
summary on page 5 in two ways: (l) by location, irrespective of the l^espdndant's 
Division. Note that N=355; i«e.,.5 days ^for each of 71 respondants in the sample. 
(2) by location with respect to the House with which the respondant '-S 'Division is 
affiliat^. Again, N=355. These distributions are giraphed in Figures 5 and ^6 on 
pages 30-31.\. Note that 80^ of: the time, the respondants in the sample ate some- 
where other t!ian House snacl^ bars, and that ahout half the time, the' respondants 
either ate off campus or did not eat lunch, TfJhen the respondents of the s^^le 
did use House snack bars", they preferred their .own House snack bars about \ to 1 
over other snack bars. 

I want to parenthetically note tjhat this question may not be a particularly . 
good raeasxire of faculty-faculty association, since it may very well* "be that a low 
rate of usage 6f the House snack bars does not mean low sociability; for example, 
it may very well he that members of the faculty eat lunch together in each other's 
Offices or somewhere ^off campus. The main impqrt o^ this question, therefore^ 
should be a^in indicator of £heir usage of House facilities. * * ' 

With rd^spect to the 5^.08,^ of the time .which the respondants reported that 
they either did pot eat lunch or that they ate off campus, we can qbtain confidenc 
limits for our of 5^.08^ as an estimate of the popvp^ation mean. I^nce we are 
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again dealing with a^ "binomial sampl.ing distribution with mean of =.5lt08 and 

^^^^^^^^^ CT > V 

standard deviation ^ ' ^^0^9^ ?uid since the. sample size is iarge 

enough to a;^6ume normality, then vith a probability of 99-73^,^ the i>opulation 



mean will lie between the limits .36I1 and .718: 




The shaded area is 99«73^ of the 
area under the curve. 



.361i> .5U08 .718 



If we lower the confidence interval to 90.00^^ then the limits become .Ifi+U 
and .£38 : * ^ ^ _ 



The 'shaded area is 90.00^ of the 
arfed uhder the curi 




.36I1 .51*08 .638 .718 



This means that gi^en repeating sampling from the same population of sample ^ 
size 11=71 > then we could 8^ec$ that 99^ proportion of times the faculty members 
either eat lilnch off campus or do nolT^eat lunch will be between about 36^ and 72J5. 
With 9O/? probability, we could expect the proportion of times the faculty 
members either ^at lunch off campus or do hot. eat lunch to be between about kk% 
and 6k%. ' ' / " . ' ' 

The statistical summary on page 5 shows that the respondants. of the sample 
reported ^hat they ate lunch in a House snack bar 2055 of Ithe time (dtjring the 
5r.4?ty_ period of reporting). WitJ) respect to this proportion of 20/J, we can also 
obtain confidence intervals on our use of this proportion as an estimator' of the 



4 

I, VAgain, 



population mean t VAgain^ Itecause the sample size is large, then the sampling 
•distribution approaches no::*mality with mean of/i^ =,2000 and standard delation 
(f^ ^ P(P^^T . = ^oU7. .With a probability of 99?7395, the ^pulation mean will 



N 



lie, between the limits ,059 and .3^1 




The shaded area is 99 •73?^ of the 
area under the curve. 



^or a confidence level of 90/5, the population mean will lie between ,123 and .277 




The shaded area is 90.00^ of the 
area under the curve. 



.059 .123 .200 .277 .3^1 



What this means* is that assuming that this' was a typical week for faculty members 
cmd assuming the patterns don^t change, then ^we can expect that given repeated 
sampling from the same population of size N=71, that with a probability of 99^, 
the faculty willaise the House snack bars between about (>% and 3^^ of the time, 
and the rest of the time they will either eat in their offices, or off campus, or 
^ot eat lunch. With a probability of 905?, the faculty 'will use the House snack 
bars between about 12^ and, 28% of the time, and the res€^ of the time will either 
eat in their offices, off campus, or not eat lunch. Thi^ survey, however, was 
taken before the opening of the Culinary Arts Serytces, €tnd there may or may not 



therefore be significcmt changes in these patterns. 

The following are the distributions broken down by Division: 



Fine Arts/ (!Tr=6 respondents x 5 days = 30) - 

Own House . > ^ 7 

. Other House " 2 

Office or lab' 6 

Off campus 5 

Didn't eat lunch ^10 * 



Business Education (N=10 respondants x 5 days = 50) 

Own House H * 

Other House * 3 

Office or lab ^ 15 

Off campus l6 

Didn't eat lunch 5 



Languap^e Arts (N=15 respondants x 5 days ^75) 

, Own House 9 
Other House ^ 

^Office or lab 27 - 

, Off campus 28 
Didn't eat lunch 9 



Physical Education -(N=6 respond^ts 'jf 5 days = 30) 

As of the date of this Report, Physic^ Education had no Hous 

Carnegie HOuse k . ' 

^ Office or lab - 7 * ' 
Off campus, 10 
Didn't^ eat lunch 9 

i > 

Social Sciences (N=17 respondnais x 5 days.= 85) 



cience 
Hoinee 



Own Hoiifee J 

Other House '2 

Office or lab 2U 

Off campus 29 

'Didn^t eat lu^ch 23 
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Science^ Enpcineerincc^ and Math (N=12 respondants x 5 days = 6o) 



Own House ^ 
Other House 
' ice or lab 
Off campus -/ 
Didn't eat lunch 



12 
1 
12 

19 
16 



Vocational/Technical Education (N=5 respondants x 5 days = 25) 



Ovn Hbuse , * 
Other Ho\ise 
Office' or lab 
Off campus 
DidnJt eat lunch 



7 
k 

1 
10 
3 



In sunmary, the respondants bf the sample reported that they ate lunch in 

0 

House snack bars qnly aboxit 20^ of the tine, and vhen they did, they preferred 
their ovn House snack bar to others by a ratio of about 3 to 1. They also re- 
ported that a little over half the' time they either did not eat lunch or the:^ 
ate off campus. 
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?• Participation in meetings and other campus activities 

^ ^ »' 

Respondants of the sample were asked aboTit their participation in campus 

meetings through the folloving question: 

Leist veek I attended-' number of meetings. 

The distribution of jiuesponses is reported in the statistical suimnary on page 6, 

and is graphed in Figure 7 on page^S^; Not^ that the distribution is modal at 2,. 

and the mean of 1.67 is quite close to this mode. Note fxirther that the slope 

drops sharply betveen 3 meetings per week, and k meetings. Note further that 

73.23^ of the respondants reported that they attended between 1 and .3 meetings per 

veek. That is, ve can say about 3/^ of the faculty attend at least 1 meeting 

per veek but not more than 3, and ve can place confidence limits on. this state- 

ment. Using the proportion of .7323 as an estimator of th^f^mean'of the sampling 

distribution (vith standard deriatton (5" ^Jll^I^lL =*053)» then 99.13% of the 

timey the actual population mean vill lie betveen, .57U and *899: ^ 

The shaded area is ?9.73^ of the 
area- under the curve. 




For a confidence level of 90*00?, the confidence limits become .6k3 and .819: 

The shaded area is 90.00JJ of the 
area under •the curve. 
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* Reported niimber of meetings ' 
I attended over a one-^week- 

• period." . . 



.4 _ i_. 
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REPOBTED NUMBER OF fffiETINGS 
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This means that with a probability ^of about 99/S, iand given repeated sampling from * 
the same popiiilation o*f sample size N=71, that we would fipd between about 57/? 
and ^0% of the ^acult/ attend between 1 'and 3 meetings per week. With a proba7 
bility of 90%^ we would find between about 6h% and 825 of the faculty attending 
between 1 and 3 meetings per week. This of course assumes t^t the week for which 
t^^e,respondants of the sample were answering was ."typical;" since |the questionnaires 
were sent out in late April, which is neither near the beginning or the end^^of 
the semester and which is therefore not extraordinary in that sense, we may at 
least to be to assume that the time period for. which the respondants of the sample 
were answering was not typical. " ' . . ' 

pie following are the distributions for nimiber of meetings attended over a 

one-week period brokea^ down by Division^:, ; . . , 

«. '»»■■» 
Pine Arts • \ 



Number of meetings 



0 

1 ' 

2 

3 . 

Arithmetic mean: 



Frequency of response^ 

0 
2 
3 
1 



X=1.833 



Business Education 

Nimiber of meetinf^s 

0- 

1 

2 ' 
■ 3 
h 

Arithmetic mean: 



X=1.800 



Frequency of response 

* 3 
1 
2 
3 
1 
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Lan^icuafce Arts 

v. 

Number of meetlnpcs 

0 
1 

2- 

3 - 
k - - 

Arithmetic mean: 

x=r.i»oo 
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Frequency of response 



5 
3 
k 
2 
1 



Physical Education 

Number of meetings 
0 

. , 1 

2 - - ■ 

Arithmetic mean:- - 

J X=1.333 



Frequency, of responlse 

• .. " 1 

2 
3 



Social Sciences 

Number of meetlngg 

' 0 . ' 

» 1. ' • - 

2 
3 

Arithmetic mean: • 

, X=1.500 

Scfience^ Engineering; » and t^ath 
^ Number of me.etinpcs 
• * 0' 

. : 1 . • 

^ 2 ^ 

-r.r-; ■ 

... - . 5 ■ . V, 
Arithmetic , mean J ' ^ 

'Xn2.250 



" Frequency of resT)onse 

k. 
' 6 
0 
6 



Frequency of response 



47 



Vocational/Technical Education 

Number of meetings ' Frequency of response 

- 0 0 • 

1 • . * 3 

2 • • 1 

3 . , - 1 • 

Arithmetic mean: 

' x=i.6oo ' ' . ^ 

Note that with the exception of the Science, Engineering, and Math ^Division, 
which has a rather high mean, that* most 'of the Division means are more or less 
clustered aroiind the mean of the total sample, wlaJLch w^s 1*67* 

The distri'bhtions fpr both the total sampl/ an/^f the Division subsamples must 
be interpreted with caution for the following reasori: not all committees to 
which faculty members belong meet on a weekly basis. The presence in both the, 
total sample and the Division subsamples of responplants answering that they attended 
no meetings during the week should therefore not be interpreted to mean that either 
in the totad sample or in the Division subsaraples there are individuals who are 
not going to any meetings ^'^^^^Hj^ means is that for this particular week for 
which respondants were asked to ^nter, their particular coiranittee was ^not meeting. 
For the entire sample, however, we probably have a good cros$-sectlon for a 'given 
week, and ve could probably^ expect that had the questionnaire been given during 
another week, cadi it Week.//2, that we would come up witlTalboxxt the same distri- 
bution, since during Week #2, there would probably be other individuals *ln the 
sample whose committees were not meeting during that t>articular week, 

• ■ ^ ■ ■ •. 

Respondants of the sample were also » asked to indicate the number of campus- 
activities 'other than m««tingf which they attended within the same one-week 
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(i7e«, five-day) period through the fdllqving question: \^ 

Last week I participated in number of othejr campus activities, such 

^ as House extra-curricular activities, " , X ' . , 

The distribution of responses is given in the statistical summary on page 6, and 
is-grapHed in Figure 8 on page 1*1* Note the relatively low mean of •775 compared 
to the mean of 1*67 for number of meetings, attended* Note further that the distri- 
bution for number of other activities is modal at 0 and^ drops off jsharply tJhere- * 
aftfer* Note further that almost 6o% of the sample report .attending no other 
activities, and ve can obf&in confidence levels foj* the xxse of this p;:oportion 
as an estimator of the population mean. The mean of the sampling distribution with 
vhich we are dealing is =.591^ with a j8tan4ard deviation of ^ s^ P^g"^) =.0^h. 

Since this sampling distribution approaches normality as sample- si^e increas^is, 
then, with about 99% probajfe^J^ty, we can expect the actual populatiqn mean to iie^ 
between .kl6 and .766: ^ . . <^ . 



The Shaded area is 99 •73?^ of the 
area under the curve. 




• 5911* .766 



ttith 90.00^ proba"bility, we can expect the actual population mean to lie "between 
,h96 and .687: • jX , » , , 

The shaded alrea is 90.00^ of the area 
under the curve. 




. 1*9.^. 5911* .687 .766 



In other words, given repeated sampling from the sWe populjation and using samples 
of N=71, then about 99^ of the time could expect that between about k2% and 11% 
of the faculty would report partix:ipating in no campus activities other than 
meetings over a one-week period.^ About 90% of the time-, we could expect that 
between about 50% of the faculty and about 69% of the faculty would report partici- 
pating in no campus activities other than meetings over a one-week period. This, L 
of course assumes that the partKLcular week for which the respondents were answerii^ 
was not extraordinary some way; sinae it was in late April, when there is more 
or'iesS a "normal" amoun^ of extra-curricular activities happening on campus 
(as opposed to, say,^ either the first or last week of school when there are few ' 
campus activities), then it is probably safe to at least assume that this week 
was not extraordinary . • . . 

A comp?Lrison^""of^he distributions and the sampling curves -for the nxmber of 

\ ^ ' ' • . 

meetings attended (in the eaxller section of this chapter) with these distributions 
and curves for the number 'of other campus activities participated in will demon- 
-strate that faculty members .participate in more meetings than they do in other 
activities such as House extra-cu^ieuletr activities; howevei?, this probably, 
shouldn't be interpreted as necessarily being bad for the following reasons: ^ 
(1) Extra-curricular activities are designed prijhariiy for the"^tudents, and it 
may therefoi:e be unreasonable to expect faculty members, to be interested in these 
sorts of activites.' (?) Since they are prii^^ily for the students, -it may also 
be unreasonable' to e^xpect students to share these activities with faculty or even 
particularly welcome them at tjiese activities. As was pointed out in Research* 
Report #2, there are indi:^tion8 th^t students do take steps to maintain the status 
differentiation between' tl ^mselves and their teachers, and it might therefore even 
cfause students some discomfort if large numbers of fiacultV started showing up at 

V ■ ■ ■ ^ 

• ' . ^'-^ ' ■ 51 ^ . • ■ *" • 
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all the students' dajnpus fimctions. On the other hand, faculty's laftk of partic^^ 
pation in activities such as House extra-curricular act^.vities may contribute to . 
a certain lack of cbminunication betveen the House and the Division. 



y 



Mr 



/ 
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. 8. Afterword 

^ There does seem- to be a degree of segregation by Division with respect to 

facultjr-»f acuity associational pattersn, but Aether or not this segregation can 

•Ji- 
be attributed sol^y to the House Plwi is a ciuestion which cannot jiow be answered 

and which eventually could be answered through a proper control study* ^ Fpiculty 

members tend tpL.have more -contacts with their fellow faculty members than with 

admin istratores, and this is probably expectable by virtue of the facts tha*^ 

/ 

* ( 

Al) there are fewer administrators than^ faculty, and therefore, other things beihg 
equal, the -sheer probability a faculty member J s interacting with another "faculty 
member are much higher than the probability of interacting with an administrator, ^ 
and (2) faculty members have more in common 'with respect to function (i.e., teaching) 
with other factdty. members than they do with administrators. 

# • • * 

Faculty members seem' to be faii^ly conscientious in fulfilling their *comraitttee 



obligations and etttendinfe meetings . They in general participate in few other 
campus activities, such as House extrarcurricular activities; but as was pointed 



out, this may. not necessarily be bad and may even have some ppsitive functions from 

> / •/ , 

the student's point of view. 

The reader is again reminded that these results do not include faculty in %he' 
Health Sciences Division. • 
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